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national parks and fosters conflicts of
interest between the Department of the
Interior and potential sponsors. Impor-
tantly, it would fail to contribute sig-
nificantly to critical funding needs of
the National Parks System.

I will object to consideration of the
conference report because I don’t be-
lieve we should consider such a con-
troversial provision under procedures
that do not provide for the debate and
amendment of such objectionable pro-
visions.e

————

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR
DEMOCRACY

e Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I am a
strong supporter of the programs spon-
sored by the National Endowment for
Democracy and the four core groups
that are part of the endowment family.
For a very modest investment from the
U.S. Government, this nongovernment
organization has accomplished remark-
able achievements in promoting demo-
cratic institutions, advancing the
norms of a civil society, and furthering
the principle and practice of market
economics abroad. NED has contrib-
uted significantly to the foreign policy
goals of the United States.

It is exciting to chronicle the rich
and positive role the NED has played in
the promotion of American political
values since its inception in 1983. It has
been helpful in winding down the cold
war in Eastern and Central Europe, in
facilitating democratic transition,
growth and consolidation in Asia and
Latin America, and in supporting pro-
ponents of human rights and freedom
in all geographic regions of the globe
and in more than 90 countries.

Rather than listing the additional
successes of NED, I ask that a state-
ment entitled ‘““The United States
Needs The National Endowment for De-
mocracy’’ be inserted in the RECORD for
all Members to read. The statement
was drafted by the Forum for Inter-
national Policy whose president is
Brent Scowcroft and whose chairman is
Larry Eagleburger. They, along with
virtually every individual who served
in the positions of National Security
Advisor and Secretary of State in
every administration since 1983 have
endorsed the NED’s work and support
its full funding. I ask all Members to
read this statement carefully.

The material follows:

THE UNITED STATES NEEDS THE NATIONAL

ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOCRACY

The United States’ only international po-
litical foundation, the National Endowment
for Democracy (NED), is under threat. Estab-
lishment in 1983, the Endowment operates
openly and independently to support individ-
uals, groups and institutions who are work-
ing to promote and consolidate democracy in
their own countries. Although it is federally
funded and subject to Congressional over-
sight, NED is not a government agency. An
independent, non-partisan board of directors
sets its policies and strategies. The Endow-
ment channels its support directly to grant-
ees or through four core institutes: the Cen-
ter for International Private Enterprise, the
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International Republican Institute, the Free
Trade Union Institute, and the National
Democratic Institute for International Af-
fairs. They, too, are independent of any gov-
ernment direction. The House of Representa-
tives has approved an appropriation for fiscal
1997 of $30 million, reflecting no increase
over the current level. The Senate Appro-
priations Committee, however, has rec-
ommended that funding be eliminated en-
tirely on the grounds that the Endowment is
a Cold War institution which has outlived its
usefulness. That is a short-sighted judgment
and should be reversed.

In 1983, President Ronald Reagan called for
a non-governmental institution along the
lines of political foundations in other West-
ern democracies. The National Endowment
for Democracy was created to assist the
transition to modern, pluralistic, particu-
larly systems in other countries within the
context of their own individual histories,
cultures and traditions. The United States
has fundamental and enduring interests in
the promotion of American political values
and ensuring the spread of pluralism, free-
dom and democracy throughout the world.
Pursuit of those interests is no less impor-
tant today than it was at the height of the
Cold War. Our own national security and
economic prosperity are no less at stake.
NED and its core institutes are uniquely able
to accomplish this task by the employment
of non-governmental structures untainted by
direct association with the U.S. Government.

At the official level, our choice of instru-
ments to pursue democracy support strate-
gies is limited. The Agency for International
Development’s (AID) focussed programs have
been effective, but they reflect the imme-
diate priorities of any administration in of-
fice (or of actively interested members of
Congress). Because of the way they are fund-
ed and operated, the emphasis of AID pro-
grams is too often on short to medium-term
results. They are managed by federal em-
ployees in accord with bureaucratic rules
and regulations. AID’s ‘‘official’’ programs
require us to work with host governments or
at least with their tacit acceptance. The
State Department, the United States Infor-
mation Agency, and other federal agencies as
well, promote democracy, but they, too,
must operate within limits and norms set for
official government representatives in for-
eign lands. NED and its institutes, however,
are able to use their resources to nurture the
development of grass roots democratic move-
ments and long-term processes which must
grow from within. NED operates where there
is no official U.S. presence and it is not obli-
gated to work through official channels.
NED is not driven by the short-term impera-
tives which often, quite legitimately, drive
government decisions and actions.

The Endowment’s non-governmental ap-
proach has worked. Through its low-cost pro-
grams NED does openly and aboveboard what
our government is not able to do: it supports
monitoring of elections, conferences and ex-
changes in Russia on party organization,
polling methods, publicity and the nuts and
bolts of open elections which have been cred-
ited with contributing to the success of
democratic forces in the recent elections. In
the Central Asian Republics it has funded
civic education centers. In Slovakia it sup-
ports teacher-training workshops to intro-
duce citizenship education into primary and
secondary schools. In Bosnia it has kept an
important source of news alive. It helps sus-
tain Burma’s hard-pressed democratic move-
ment. It supported grass roots education for
Palestinian voters. In Mexico it aids a coali-
tion that focuses on electoral reform, polit-
ical participation and accountability of pub-
lic officials. NED even funds initiatives to
strengthen democracy and human rights
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movements in Cuba. In many instances, how-
ever, despite free elections and outward signs
of change, the transition to more deeply-
rooted, stable democracy is incomplete or
even at risk. It is in our interest to sustain
NED’s efforts because today’s initiatives are
no less important than those of the past.
Signs that America is prepared to dis-
engage from the important work of fostering
democracy are unsettling to our allies and
do not serve our national interests. The Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy has proven
itself to be a cost effective, long-term invest-
ment in America’s security. It would be a
mistake to eliminate it. The Senate should
restore funding for the National Endowment
for Democracy as approved by the House.®

———

THE FORGOTTEN INTERNMENT OF
JAPANESE LATIN AMERICANS

e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, one of the
most shameful episodes in our Nation’s
history was the internment of Japa-
nese-Americans during World War II.
In response, although belatedly, Con-
gress enacted in 1988 the law providing
reparations to those who were uprooted
and sent to internment camps.

There is another group of people who
suffered the same injustice, but are in-
eligible for redress under the law. As
detailed in a recent article in the Los
Angeles Times, more than 2,200 Japa-
nese Latin Americans were taken from
their homes in 13 countries, mostly
from Peru, and brought to the United
States to be detained. Most spent the
war in a camp in rural Texas, and some
were even held until 1948. The TU.S.
Government never officially acknowl-
edged a reason for this policy. Since
the Japanese Latin Americans were
not legal residents of the United States
at the time of their internment, they
are not eligible for an apology or rep-
arations. Clearly, this injustice de-
mands a remedy.

Of those who were forcibly brought
to the United States, only 200 were al-
lowed to return to Latin America. Oth-
ers returned to Japan, while many
stayed in the United States and even-
tually became citizens. Some 300 appli-
cations by Latin American Japanese
for redress under the 1988 law have
been denied because they were not
legal residents before the law’s June
1946 cutoff date.

The article gives an account of a
journey of a detention ship that in 1944
was steaming from South America to
the United States escorted by destroy-
ers and submarines. In the year of the
invasion of Normandy, not to mention
the war in the Pacific, it is astounding
that our Nation saw fit to devote mili-
tary resources to this shameful and
questionably legal undertaking.

I have written Senator INOUYE, who
authored the 1988 reparations bill, to
see if something can be done. While I
will not be in the Senate next year, 1
hope that my colleagues will consider
legislation in the next Congress to pro-
vide payments to family members of
the Japanese Latin American who were
detained. After so many years, that
would be the right thing to do.e
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